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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to communications: Remarks received 02/04/2005. 

2. Claims 1-44, and 50-61 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 23, 33 and 50 
are independent. 

3. The objection to claims 21 , 31 and 60 is withdrawn. 

4. The objection to claims 23 and 51 is withdrawn in accordance with the 
Applicants' amendments. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Applicants 1 arguments filed 02/04/2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The Applicants argue that (Remarks, page 12) that Gorin et al. (5,675,707) does 
not teach selecting from one or more natural language variants a prospective variant 
that most resembles the input string and identifying a natural language exemplar via a 
mapping between the exemplar and the prospective variant. The Applicants further 
argue, the exemplar claimed is not a "routing objective," given that the specification 
defines the exemplar is defined in the Applicants' specification as exemplary English 
sentence. In response to the argument the examiner argues that the Specification 
further teaches the exemplar may correspond to a typical way, as defined by an 
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applications developer, of phrasing a particular request relevant to the current 
application program. (Specification page 10, lines 5-7), and when given this definition, 
the "routing objective" of Gorin et al. does teach the exemplar of the Applicants. 

The Applicants have no second argument for the dependent claims rejected 
under 35 USC § 103, and the rejections to these claims are not removed, and are 
repeated below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

7. Claims 1-21, 23-29, 31, 33-58, and 60 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Gorin et al. (5,675,707). 

As to claims 1 and 33, Gorin et al. teach: 

a machine-readable medium having stored thereon executable instructions 
(read-only memory for storing software, col. 3, lines 20-21); 
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responsive to an input string (caller response, col. 3, line 64), selecting from one 
or more natural language variants (database of utterances) a prospective variant 
(selected utterance) that most resembles the input string (the utterance is selected from 
a database of a large number of utterances, col. 4, lines 27-30, the natural language 
variant is being interpreted as being an alternative way to phrase a request for the 
action that associated with an exemplar E and C, and the prospective variant is 
interpreted as being a given text or data sequence that most resembles or closely 
matches the recognized word sequence); and 

identifying a natural language exemplar (routing objectives) via a mapping 
between the exemplar and the prospective variant (each utterance is labeled with one of 
the predetermined set of routing objectives, col. 4, lines 35-36). 

As to claims 2 and 34, Gorin et al. teach mapping the one or more natural 
language variants with at least one natural language exemplar (utterances are each 
matched with a set of predetermined routing objectives, col. 4, lines 35-36). 

As to claim 3, Gorin et al. teach the prospective variant corresponds to at least 
on a natural language exemplar (utterances are related to one of a predetermined set of 
routing objectives, col. 4, lines 27-28). 

As to claims 4 and 35, Gorin et al. teach executing an action instruction 
associated with the identified natural language exemplar (the routing objectives have an 
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action assigned to them, directing where the call is to be routed to, col. 4, lines 5-6, and 
lines 34-35). 

As to claims 5 and 36, Gorin et al. teach mapping a plurality of action instructions 
with a plurality of natural language exemplars, wherein each action instruction with at 
least on natural language exemplar (the routing objectives within the system direct the 
actions to route the calls to the correct area, col. 4, lines 5-6, and lines 34-35. It would 
inherent that since the actions are dependent on the routing objectives, each of the 
action instructions is associated with at least one of the routing objectives.) 

As to claims 6 and 37, Gorin et al. teach generating a mapping function 
(confidence function) that specifies a difference between the input string and the 
prospective variant (the interpretation applies a confidence function to rate how the 
selected routing objectives relate to the desired inputted action, col. 7, lines 22-25. The 
interpretation would also inherently include finding the probability the prospective 
utterance is related to the input, seeing as the utterance corresponds to the routing 
objective.). 

As to claims 7 and 38, Gorin et al. teach applying the mapping function to the 
action instruction associated with the identified natural language exemplar to produce 
an adapted action instruction (the confidence function finds with what probability the 
desired action matches the action associated with the selected routing objective, and if 
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the confidence level is low, the user is asked to provide additional information, col. 7, 
lines 25-29. It would be inherent that the user would be adapting the action instruction, 
as more information is provided.). 

As to claims 8 and 39, Gorin et al. teach executing the produced adapted action 
instruction (a decision is made to see if the new routing objective is appropriate, col. 7, 
line 34). 

As to claims 9 and 40, Gorin et al. teach applying the mapping function to the 
identified natural language exemplar to produce an adapted exemplar (adapted routing 
objective), (the confidence function assigns a confidence rating, based on the 
probabilistic relation between the recognized meaningful phrases and the selected 
routing objectives. If the confidence rating is found to be to low, the user is asked to 
provide more information, inherently adapting the routing objective, (col. 7, lines 25-30)). 

As to claims 10 and 41 , Gorin et al. teach forwarding the adapted exemplar to a 
user to confirm whether the user desires an adapted action corresponding to the 
adapted exemplar (the adapted routing objective is again processed for its matching 
probability, and if the probability is low, the user is asked to provide more information, 
inherently creating an adapted action based on the newly adapted routing objective. If 
the user declines to add more information, the user is forwarded to an operator, col. 7, 
lines 34-38). 
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As to claims 1 1 and 42, Gorin et al. teach executing the adapted action if the 
user confirms that an adapted exemplar expresses the action desired by the user, (if an 
answer of yes is given the query to the user, and no additional information is needed the 
objective is implemented, col. 8, lines 15-19, and 23-26). 

As to claim 14, Gorin et al. teach storing one or more natural language variants 
mapped to at least on natural language exemplar in a memory, (a database of 
utterances, each of which is related to one of a predetermined set of routing objectives, 
col. 4, lines 27-29). 

As to claim 15, Gorin et al. teach at least on natural language variant is input by a 
user (each utterance supplied by the user is transcribed and labeled with a set of 
routing objectives, col. 4, lines 33-37). 

As to claim 16, Gorin et al. teach at least one natural language variant is input by 
an application developer (a database containing utterances is initially set up in the 
system, col. 4, lines 26-27). 

As to claim 17, Gorin et al. teach at least one natural language exemplar is input 
by the application developer (a database containing utterances, with each of the 
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utterances related to one of a number of routing objectives is initially set up in the 
system, col. 4, lines 26-27). 

As to claim 20, Gorin et al. teach loading an active context file relating to a 
service accessed by a user, the active context file containing the one or more natural 
language variants and the natural language exemplar (a database is loaded that 
includes utterances that are linked to a set of predetermined routing objectives, col. 4, 
line 27-30). 

As to claim 21 it is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1 , above. 
As to claim 23, Gorin et al. teach: 

a voice recognizer to receive an input string and produce a recognized input 
string (receiving a spoken input string, and producing a string to find a corresponding 
utterance, col. 3, lines 64-67, and col. 4, lines 1-4, and 27-28); 

a memory to store one or many natural language variants corresponding to at 
least one natural language exemplar (a database of a large number of utterances and 
relating set of routing objectives, col. 4, lines 27-30); 

a processor (a micro or digital processor, col. 3, lines 17-18): 

to select from the one or more natural language variants a prospective variant 
that most resembles the received recognized input string (a database of utterances that 
can represent the user input is supplied, col. 4, lines 35-36); and 
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to identify the at least one natural language exemplar corresponding to the 
prospective variant (each utterance is transcribed and labeled with one of the routing 
objectives, col. 4, lines 33-36). 

As to claim 24, Gorin et al. teach a controller (a micro-processor with controlling 
software, col. 3, lines 17-20) adapted to execute an action instruction associated with 
the identified natural language exemplar corresponding to the prospective variant (the 
routing objectives have an action assigned to them, directing where the call is to be 
routed to, col. 4, lines 5-6, and lines 34-35). 

As to claim 25, Gorin et al. teach a processor adapted to apply the mapping 
function to the action instruction associated with at least one natural language exemplar 
and the memory to store the mapped action instructions (the routing objectives within 
the system direct the actions to route the calls to the correct area, col. 4, lines 5-6, and 
lines 34-35. It would inherent that since the actions are dependent on the routing 
objectives, each of the action instructions is associated with at least one of the routing 
objectives.). 

As to claim 26, Gorin et al. teach adapted to further generate a mapping function 
(confidence function) that specifies a difference between the received recognized input 
string and the prospective variant (the interpretation applies a confidence function to 
rate how the selected routing objectives relate to the desired inputted action, col. 7, 
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lines 22-25. The interpretation would also inherently include finding the probability the 
prospective utterance is related to the input, seeing as the utterance corresponds to the 
routing objective.). 

As to claim 27, Gorin et al. teach a processor adapted to apply the mapping 
function to the action instruction associated with identified natural language exemplar 
mapped to the prospective variant to produce an adapted action instruction (the 
confidence function finds with what probability the desired action matches the action 
associated with the selected routing objective, and if the confidence level is low, the 
user is asked to provide additional information, col. 7, lines 25-29. It would be inherent 
that the user would be adapting the action instruction, as more information is provided.). 

As to claim 28, Gorin et al. teach the controller adapted to execute the produced 
adapted instruction (a decision is made to see if the new routing objective is 
appropriate, col. 7, line 34). 

As to claim 29, Gorin et al. teach an output synthesizer to present a result of the 
executed instruction by providing data that can be presented to an audio or visual 
terminal device (telephone) (the user interacts with the system through the telephone, 
where the system is able to ask the user questions, col. 3, line 56, and col. 8, line 16. It 
would be inherent, that since a the system is able to ask the user a question, an output 
synthesizer would be used.). 
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As to claim 31 it is rejected as claim 23 is rejected above. 
As to claim 50, Gorin et al. teach: 

a memory to store one or many natural language variants corresponding to at 
least one natural language exemplar (a database of a large number of utterances and 
relating set of routing objectives, col. 4, lines 27-30); 

a processor (a micro or digital processor, col. 3, lines 17-18): 

to select from the one or more natural language variants a prospective variant 
that most resembles the received recognized input string (a database of utterances that 
can represent the user input is supplied, col. 4, lines 35-36); and 

to identify the at least one natural language exemplar corresponding to the 
prospective variant (each utterance is transcribed and labeled with one of the routing 
objectives, col. 4, lines 33-36). 

As to claim 51 , Gorin et al. teach a voice recognizer to receive an input string and 
produce a recognized input string (receiving a spoken input string, and producing a 
string to find a corresponding utterance, col. 3, lines 64-67, and col. 4, lines 1-4, and 27- 
28); 

As to claim 52, Gorin et al. teach a controller adapted to execute an action 
instruction associated with the identified natural language exemplar (the routing 



Application/Control Number: 09/732,600 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2654 

objectives have an action assigned to them, directing where the call is to be routed to, 
col. 4, lines 5-6, and lines 34-35). 

As to claim 53, Gorin et al. teach the processor adapted to map the one or more 
natural language variants with the natural language exemplar (utterances are related to 
one of a predetermined set of routing objectives, col. 4, lines 27-28). 

As to claim 54, Gorin et al. teach the processor adapted to map a plurality of 
action instructions with a plurality of natural language exemplars, wherein each action 
instruction is associated with at least one natural language exemplar and the memory to 
store the mapped action instructions (a database containing the routing objectives, that 
within the system direct the actions to route the calls to the correct areas, col. 4, lines 5- 
6, and lines 34-35. It would inherent that since the actions are dependent on the routing 
objectives, each of the action instructions is associated with at least one of the routing 
objectives.). 

As to claim 55, Gorin et al. teach the processor is adapted to generate a mapping 
function (confidence function) that specifies a difference between the recognized input 
string and the prospective variant (the interpretation applies a confidence function to 
rate how the selected routing objectives relate to the desired inputted action, col. 7, 
lines 22-25. The interpretation would also inherently include finding the probability the 
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prospective utterance is related to the input, seeing as the utterance corresponds to the 
routing objective.). 

As to claim 56, Gorin et al. teach the processor is adapted to apply the mapping 
function to an action instruction associated with the identified natural language exemplar 
to produce an adapted action instruction (the confidence function finds with what 
probability the desired action matches the action associated with the selected routing 
objective, and if the confidence level is low, the user is asked to provide additional 
information, col. 7, lines 25-29. It would be inherent that the user would be adapting the 
action instruction, as more information is provided.). 

As to claim 57, Gorin et al. teach a controller adapted to execute the produced 
adapted action instruction (a decision is made to see if the new routing objective is 
appropriate, col. 7, line 34). 

As to claim 58, Gorin et al. an output synthesizer to present a result of the 
executed instruction by providing data that can be presented to an audio or visual 
device, (if the input is correctly identified and processed, the user is supplied with the 
wanted information over the telephone, col. 3, lines 64-67, and col. 4, lines 1-6). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 12, 13, 43 and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gorin et al., as claims 11, and 42 are above, in view of Vanbuskirk et 
al. (6,327,566). 

As to claims 12 and 43, Gorin et al. teach: 

identifying a natural language exemplar via a mapping between the exemplar 
and the alternative prospective variant (the initial steps are repeated, including those of 
mapping the new utterance to a routing objective, col. 8, lines 15-18). 

Gorin et al. do not teach: 

if the user does not accept that the adapted exemplar expresses the action 
desired by the user, selecting from the one or more natural language variants an 
alternative prospective variant that most resembles the input string. 

However, Vanbuskirk et al. teach if the user inputs a phrase expecting to get a 
print-out document, but only gets the document copied to the clip-board, the user is able 
to select alternate commands, replacing copy with print, (col. 7, lines 52-53, and 59-65). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the 
invention to combine the speech recognition system of Gorin et al. with user adaptation 
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of Vanbuskirk et al. to provide a quick and simple method of correcting incorrectly 
recognized voice commands in a speech recognition systems, as taught by Vanbuskirk 
et al. (col. 2, lines 13-16). 

As to claims 13 and 44, Gorin et al. teach executing an action instruction 
associated with the identified natural language exemplar, (the routing objectives have 
an action assigned to them, directing where the call is to be routed to, col. 4, lines 5-6, 
and lines 34-35). 

10. Claims 22, 32, and 61 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gorin et al., as claims 1, 31, and 61 are above, in view of Vanbuskirk 
et al. 

As to claims 22, 32, and 61 , Gorin et al. teach a speech recognition device (an 
input speech recognizer, fig. 4, element 15) 

Gorin et al. do not teach the input string is input by at least one of a keyboard, 
handwriting recognition device, and a dial pad. 

However, Vanbuskirk et al. teach the input can be voice, mouse, stylus or 
keyboard. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the 
invention to combine the speech recognition system of Gorin et al. with the multiple 
input device Vanbuskirk et al. to provide a quick and simple method of correcting 
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incorrectly recognized voice commands in a speech recognition systems, as taught by 
Vanbuskirk et al. (col. 2, lines 13-16). 

11. Claims 30 and 59 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gorin et al., as claims 29 and 58 are above, in view of Vanbuskirk et al. 

As to claim 30 and 59, Gorin et al. do not teach the output synthesizer is at least 
one of a display format and a speech synthesizer. 

However, Vanbuskirk et al. teach the output can be a monitor, (fig. 1 , element 

26). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill at the time of the 
invention to combine the speech recognition system of Gorin et al. with the output 
device Vanbuskirk et al. to provide a quick and simple method of correcting incorrectly 
recognized voice commands in a speech recognition systems, as taught by Vanbuskirk 
et al. (col. 2, lines 13-16). 



Conclusion 



12. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
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§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Thomas E. Shortledge whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7612. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:00 - 4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on (571)272-7602. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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6/15/2005 




